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APRIL 22, 1991 
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CORR~~~~S > 
13. .· / borr~~tions i~ calendaf·.,.,,,>/·./•·••• >><< < ~· .. 4 ......... J ..... ~ 
The Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:30 p.m., in the Board Room of Gilchrist 
Hall, by Chairperson Longnecker. 
Present: 
Absent: 
Leander Brown, Phyllis Conklin, David Crownfield, David Duncan, 
Reginald Green, Bill Henderson, Randall Krieg, Roger Kueter, John 
Longnecker, Barbara Lounsberry, Charles Quirk, Ernest Raiklin, Erwin 




1. Comments from Provost Marlin. 
Provost Marlin updated the Senate on the recent Board of Regents meeting. 
She indicated the proposal to build an additional residence hall at UNI was 
approved with authorization to proceed with an architectural study. She 
suggested this is very important in addressing students concerns on tripling and 
being responsive to the needs of our growing student body. 
She stated a computer fee has been passed for Iowa State University and was 
presented at the last meeting for the University of Iowa. UNI has delayed 
presentation of a computer fee to consider all other options. She stated the 





James Shirley, the UNISA Vice President for Academic Mfairs, inquired if the 
University has determined how this additional money would be spent. The 
Provost responded stating we have a list which is more extensive than the 
amount of money which is potentially available. She stated a major goal will 
be providing discipline-specific specialized work functions which would include 
new hard and software. She stated we hope to provide greater technological 
assistance and the potential for 24-hour access to at least one PC lab. In 
addition, it may be possible to fund, within the near future, touchtone 
registration. 
2. The Chair read the following comments, relative to admissions requirements, 
into the Senate record. See Appendix A. 
3. The Chair read the following comments, relative to proposed state funding for 
UNI, into the Senate record. See Appendix B. 
He stated this is offered as conviction of the Chair and felt he was morally 
compelled to go public with this statement. He deferred to the Provost for 
information as to how individual faculty members could express themselves. 
Provost Marlin thanked the Chair for this statement and asked the help of 
individual faculty members. She suggested individual legislators are not hearing 
much from their constituents relative to educational funding proposals. Last 
week the Senate proposed a five percent reduction on top of revisions that 
were mandated this year. She pointed out the Governor, this afternoon, 
presented a revised budget that would decrease $3.7 million from Regents 
institution funding and accord a 2 percent across the board salary increase for 
all state workers. She stated with enrollment going up and budgetary 
allocations going down, UNI cannot provide the quality education we need to 
provide to students. She requested individual faculty members to help by 
talking with their legislators about our needs. She requested that individual 
faculty members write a brief letter to their representatives describing their 
concerns about the appropriation proposals. The Provost provided to the 
Senate and to the University Faculty the following addresses of local legislators. 
See Appendix C. 
4. The Chair announced the awarding of Professor Emeritus status to Donald E. 
Weideranders, Department of Teaching. 
REPORTS 
5. The Senate had before it the report of the Committee on Student Outcome 
Assessments. See Appendix D. 
Committee chairperson Lutz indicated the Committee has drafted a policy and 
guidelines for departments, and has presented three hypothetical plans showing 
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different approaches. He stated the statement of policy is due to the board at 
their May meeting and then the assessment plan must be in place by the end 
of Fall semester, with the Spring semester of 1992 being a trial semester to 
ascertain the effectiveness of program proposals. 
Senator Crownfield stated he regretted we do not have a general policy for 
Faculty Senate consideration but otherwise the proposal looks encouraging and 
responsive to faculty concerns. Professor Peter Goulet indicated the first four 
pages constitute our institutional policy to which he feels we can make 
amendments. He hoped this provided a wider role for faculty input. 
Tieg moved, Henderson seconded for acceptance of this report and Senatorial 
commendation to the committee. Motion passed. The Chair indicated that the 
Board of Regents was informed in February that this would be an evolving 
process. 
NEW /OLD BUSINESS 
6. Because of a distribution delay, the Senate decided to conduct an election by 
mail ballot for selection of appointees to the Regents Faculty Excellence Award 
Committee. 
7. Election of Faculty Senate officers for 1991-92. 
By acclamation John Longnecker was elected Chair and Barbara Lounsberry 
was elected Vice Chairperson. 
8. Crownfield moved, Quirk seconded for a motion to declare the Faculty Senate's 
support of the statement by the Chair on University Resources. Motion passed. 
DOCKET 
9. 505 440 Recommendation from CNS Senate to increase the science entrance 
requirement to three years. See Senate minutes 1437. 
Dean Intemann presented the following handout to the Senate. See Appendix 
E. 
Senator Quirk inquired if there had been any formal response other than that 
received from the College of Humanities and Fine Arts Senate. The Chair 
responded in the negative. 
Senator Richter inquired as to why we are considering this recommendation. 
He inquired for the reasons other than keeping pace with the University of 
Iowa and Iowa State University. 
... 
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Senator Brown questioned if 84% of our current students have met this 
proposed requirement why do we need this additional proposal. He questioned 
if this was a perceptional request relative to the University of Iowa and Iowa 
State or if it had substance. 
Senator Lounsberry suggested public perception is that we are less stringent 
than our sister universities but since 84% of our incoming freshmen meet this 
requirement the reality may not be understood. 
Professor Myra Boots indicated she has served on the Regents Committee on 
Educational Relations for the last four or five years during the period when the 
UNI requirements were accepted and published prior to those of Iowa State 
University and the University of Iowa. She pointed out those institutions have 
several professional colleges versus UNI which centers its instruction on general 
education and the liberal arts. She pointed out through articulation 
conferences, community colleges have applauded UNI and hope our sister 
institutions would follow our model. She encouraged the Senate to not feel 
compelled to change our requirement simply to mirror our sister institutions. 
She pointed out the perception from high school and community college 
officials is that it is not easier to get admitted to UNI and they do not feel 
there is any mandate for change in our policies. 
It was pointed out by Director of Admissions Wielenga that 99.6% of our 
entering freshmen for the Fall 1990 semester meet our current two year natural 
science requirement. 
Dean Intemann suggested we should be aware of public perception. He stated, 
however, the main motivation is we feel the need to emphasize the fact that 
students need to be prepared to embark on a college education. He suggested 
in the more technological society more issues and matters involve the natural 
sciences. He suggested the three year requirement helps students be prepared 
for their science general education requirements at UNI. He stated giving high 
schools a four year window for implementation of this requirement should give 
them ample time to make appropriate curricular adjustments. He inquired if 
we are sending the right message and that our standards should be no less 
than our sister institutions. 
Senator Brown stated he is not arguing against three years of science but is 
concerned with flexibility at looking at students who do not have three years of 
science but are qualified for admission. He inquired about the 16 percent who 
have been admitted and what were the reasons for their admission. He stated 
his concerns about continuing to raise admissions requirements, admissions to 
major requirements, etc. and therefore eliminating options for high school 
students. 
Senator Crownfield suggested this requirement eliminates the 16 percent who 
enter UNI who do not have the science requirement and would go into our 
6 
general education program. He stated he does not see a serious problem with 
high schools being driven by the admissions requirements of the Regents 
institutions. He questioned that such a requirement diminishes the richness of 
diversity of high school programs of study. 
Senator Tieg suggested high school students want and need more options. He 
suggested our requirements are driving high school programs to offer fewer 
courses other than those required for the admissions core. He questions if we 
are moving the high schools merely towards preparatory schools for admission 
to the Regents universities. He suggested at some point we need to address 
the 40 percent of Iowa high school seniors who do not enter postsecondary 
education. 
Professor Boots inquired if UNI students are not doing well in our general 
education science component because they do not have a requirement of three 
years of high school science. Professor Diane Baum indicated we do not have 
these figures on the 16 percent and their performance. 
Dean Intemann suggested the science courses aggregate g.p.a. is lower than 
other aggregate components of general education. It was voiced this has been 
true during the last two or three general education programs. 
Senator Henderson suggested Iowa high schools are eliminating teaching 
positions in speech communications, forensics, and etc. and stated these are 
being replaced by mathematics, foreign language, and science requirements. 
He suggested we do not have enough data on how much better these students 
will be after they arrive at the University. 
Dean Intemann suggested science represents a broad area of academic 
disciplines. He stated he does not care what the University of Iowa and Iowa 
State require and that he would support our recommendation even if our sister 
institutions only required one year. He stated he believes we are doing the 
right thing to prepare our students for the future world. 
Professor Fahmy suggested if there is a problem of students taking sciences on 
the national level we would be making a mistake if we did not direct Iowa 
high schools as to the science requirements we expect of entering students at 
this institution. 
Professor Diane Baum suggested it is of extreme importance for those students 
who do not go on to college education to have a basic preparation in the 
sciences. Senator Quirk inquired if that was true then why was the College of 
Natural Science not requesting a four year science entrance requirement?. 
Senator Tieg inquired if we are supporting comprehensive high schools or only 
college preparatory high schools? 
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Director of Admissions Wielenga stated when the University of Iowa and Iowa 
State University joined us in high school core requirements and established the 
requirement of three years of science, then more UNI students are meeting this 
requirement since they are attempting to prepare to meet admissions standards 
to any of the Regents institutions. 
Associate Director of Admissions Hendrickson suggested high school guidance 
counselors are suggesting to their students to pattern their curricular selections 
based on the highest requirements of the Regents institutions in the curricular 
areas. He stated therefore the percentage of UNI students taking three years 
of science is likely to increase. 
Senator Tieg pointed out the Price Lab School has neither a mathematics or 
science requirement for graduation but graduates more than meet the 
requirements for admission to the Regents institutions. 
Registrar Leahy suggested he would favor a five unit requirement in the area 
of social science and natural sciences allowing for a student to take three years 
of social science and two years of a natural science or two years of a social 
science and three years of a natural science. 
Dean Byers-Pevitts spoke to what we are cutting out. She stated our mission is 
liberal arts. She pointed out the Waterloo school system is cutting six positions 
in music instruction and voiced concern about those students who may never 
have a course in the arts or culture based on us dictating to the high schools 
what they must offer to their students. 
Professor DeNault suggested everything around us is brought to us by science 
and whether we attend college or go into the work force, science literacy is 
important. He suggested students who have three years of high school science 
are better prepared for the UNI general education science requirement than 
those students who have had two years of high school science. 
Question the motion was called. On a division, the motion passed with ten 
affirmative votes and four negative votes. 
10. 506 441 Recommendation from the CNS Senate to approve separation of 
mathematics and computer science into two separate departments. See Senate 
minutes 1437. 
Senator Richter pointed out the statement in the College of Natural Science is 
that this separation was long overdue. 
Question on the motion was called. The motion passed. 
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11. 507 442 Recommendation from the College of Education Senate to merge the 
departments of Library Science and Curriculum and Instruction. See Senate 
minutes 1437. See Appendix F. 
Senator Crownfield stated he was unclear as to what this proposal wants and 
suggested he has a motion for consideration. 
Senator Crownfield moved and Senator Quirk seconded the following 
resolution: The University Faculty Senate approves the incorporation of the 
Department of Library Science into the Department of Curriculum and 
Instruction, subject to the following stipulations: 
1. The recommendations of the College of Education Senate be accepted 
and implemented. 
2. Faculty and other resources allocated to the program shall be adequate 
to maintain an appropriate quality and breadth of support for the 
masters degree program, as determined by the Dean of the College of 
Education and the Dean of the Graduate College in consultation with 
one another and with the department head and faculty of the program. 
3. Undergraduate instruction in library orientation will continue to be 
offered by that faculty at approximately the 1990/91 levels until and 
unless the responsibility and the corresponding resources are reassigned 
within the University or the program is discontinued through an 
appropriate university level decision involving substantive review by the 
University Faculty Senate. 
Senator Crownfield stated the Faculty Senate is concerned more than with the 
routine approval of separation or combination of departments based upon 
administrative resources. He stated it is the Faculty Senate's responsibility to 
ensure input of faculty judgment for the issue and overall programmatic 
development. He suggested consultation with the departments is inappropriate 
based on irremedial positions on this issue. He stated the C&I proposal talks 
about strengthening faculty resources and instruction but also speaks about 
elimination of the position currently held by Professor Elizabeth Martin and the 
elimination of library orientation courses. He pointed out the College of 
Education Senate approved this proposal only with the list of recommendations 
or stipulations and then by division of 6 to 4. He stated there is nothing in 
the record which indicates implementation is to comply with the 
recommendations. He suggested we cannot just say no because of overhead 
costs and administrative concerns. He suggested his motion offers an 
administrative merger while preserving the graduate program in Library Science 
and the offering of Library Orientation courses. He reported Dean Somervill 
has voiced his concern that a quality level cannot be maintained based on the 
original proposal before the Senate. Senator Crownfield reported a resounding 
number of faculty have stressed the importance of offering Library Orientation. 
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He suggested we should approve the administrative change but we must also 
ensure the academic programs in the department of Library Science. 
Senator Crownfield inquired as to the amount of administrative savings that 
would occur. Professor Susan Doody suggested a department of two FfE is 
not a viable academic department and that this may be a propitious moment to 
accommodate change. Professor Elizabeth Martin stated her current position is 
2/3 teaching and 1/3 administrative. She also supported the statement 
proported to Dean Somervill. She indicated only the University of Northern 
Iowa and the University of Iowa offer MA programs in Library Science while 
Iowa State University is currently adding a program in Media Specialist. She 
indicated that the department has actually lost FfE positions in the last six 
years. 
Senator Wilkinson suggested that cuts in Library Orientation will hurt the 
research skills of students and the resultant expectations of the faculty. 
The Chair inquired of the Chair of the College of Education Senate if the 
elimination of Library Orientation courses has been forwarded to the Senate. 
The Chair of the College of Education Senate responded in the negative. 
Professor Elizabeth Martin stated such a recommendation has not gone through 
the curricular process but a suggestion will be made to limit the course to 
freshmen and sophomores. 
Senator Kueter inquired of Senator Crownfield if his point number one 
included all of the subpoints of the College of Education recommendation. 
Senator Crownfield responded in the affirmative. 
Senator Kueter suggested a couple points have not been mentioned, including 
that when departments have to decide what may be offered the departments 
must look from a wider university perspective. He suggested in an area of 
budget crunches, tough decisions must be made. He suggested for the Faculty 
Senate to legislate to departments what must be offered is wrong. He pointed 
out when lines open in a larger department this allows for employment of 
individuals who may serve in multiple disciplines. 
Professor Leah Hiland pointed out that as far as she can determine no one 
currently employed in the department of Curriculum and Instruction meets the 
qualifications for employment in a tenure track teaching position in the 
department of Library Science. 
Senator Crownfield reiterated his motion saying that the Senate approves the 
merger of each department, but subject to protection of the viability of the 
programs in Library Science. He suggested a merger does not make someone 
qualified to teach someone who was not qualified before. 
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Professor Sue Doody stated the Faculty of the College of Education agrees 
with the concerns of the Faculty Senate and the motion as presented by 
Senator Crownfield. 
Lucille Lettow cited for school librarians, UNI is the institution of choice. She 
stated we cannot hire enough staff to fill the potential demand. 
Associate Dean Callahan stated he has worked with Professor Martin on 
staffing and resources for the Department of Library Science. He suggested 
the College may not be able to offer all of the courses in all of the disciplines 
they would wish to. He stated we are not trying to do something wrong but 
rather to face reality and to offer only that which we can afford. He suggested 
we have faculty in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction who can 
provide supplemental assistance in courses related to Library Science. He 
stated the Department will continue to provide instruction in this area as we 
have in the past. 
Professor Leah Hiland suggested there is more to a graduate program than 
simply instruction and that this includes advising, administration of 
comprehensive exams, and advising on research papers. She stated when you 
add all this together that one FTE tenure track position is not enough to 
provide this function. 
Professor Henderson rose to a point of order inquiring if we are discussing an 
original motion or a substitute motion. 
Professor Crownfield moved, Professor Quirk seconded to substitute the 
Crownfield motion for the docket text of 442. Motion passed. 
Senator Lounsberry stated her uneasiness with this procedure citing that at any 
given point areas may be vulnerable to being taken over by larger departments. 
She questioned if this was the kind of mergers the Faculty Senate wishes to 
see. 
Senator Henderson stated the debate has been thorough and empathetic to 
both sides but that the real issue should be the existence of a viable program 
in a viable format which will maintain educational integrity. Senator Kueter 
stated the College of Education wants nothing more than the strength of the 
Department of Library Science and feels that the combining of resources will 
ensure the department's viability and strength. 
Senator Kueter stated he does not support dictating to the department of the 
terms of merger as identified in items 2 and 3. 
Kueter moved, Henderson seconded for the deletion of point 3. 
J 
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Professor Bob Rose of the Library stated we should continue to offer Library 
Orientation for the enhancement of undergraduate education. He pointed out 
700-800 students take this course each year and many of our students need 
instruction in the usage of library resources. Citing a recent faculty survey, 
the results revealed 10% of the faculty stated students should take Library 
Orientation and 26% felt the method of instruction currently used was best for 
an orientation to library usage and resources. 
Crownfield moved, Kueter seconded to extend senatorial debate to 6:00 p.m. 
Motion passed. 
Senator Kueter pointed out his motion is to delete the requirement that 
Library Orientation be offered; He stated if there is a need for the offering of 
this course then it will be offered. 
Senator Lounsberry questioned if dollars instead of quality are influencing our 
decisions.? 
Professor Doody stated the stipulation is the problem and not the concept. 
She stated funding must dictate what is offered. 
Question on the motion to delete point three was called. The motion was 
defeated. 
Associate Dean Callahan inquired if you mandate that x number of sections 
must be offered but that no money is provided how can they accomplish this 
requirement? 
Senator Tieg expressed a sad feeling watching programs in safety education and 
vocational education disappearing based on individual faculty retirements. 
Senator Kueter indicated item two allows for flexible implementation unlike 
that mandated in recommendation three. 
Professor Leah Hiland stated in discussions in the department, the department 
felt the recommendations before the Senate were the best they could expect at 
this time. 
Question on the main motion was called. The main motion was passed. 
The Chair announced his appreciation for the role served by Senator 
Crownfield and stated he will miss the input from Senator Crownfield during 
the next year. 
The Chair stated he will try to continue his efforts to improve the relations of 
the Faculty Senate with the Board of Regents office and the individual 
12 
members of the Board of Regents. He suggested we may look at a faculty 
survey relative to strategic planning. He hoped that we could coordinate the 
activities on student outcome assessments, program review and strategic 
planning to allow their symbiotic interaction. And finally, the Chair thanked all 
of the members of the Senate for their support during this past year. 
I 
The Chair ruled, there being no further business, the Senate stood adjourned. 
The Senate adjourned at 5:45 p.m. 
CORRECTIONS 
13. Corrections to Calendar and Docket numbering designations. 
1. Senate minutes 1434 of January 28, 1991: -item 4 should be shown as 
docket assignment 440. --item 7 should be shown as a docketed item of 
440. --item 8 should be shown as a numerical listing of 500 and 435. 
2. The Senate minutes of April 8 and April 22 should show the following 
changes. --Calendar item 505 is docketed as number 441. --Calendar 
item 506 is docketed as number 442. --Calendar item 507 is docketed 
as number 443. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Philip L. Patton 
Secretary 
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests 
are filed with the Secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date, April 
29, 1991. 
Appendix A 
Exerpts from the Memorandum from the Board Office to the Board of 
Regents dated April 8 entitiled Report on Enrollments Under New 
Admission Requirements and presented to the Board as General Docket 6, 
April, 1991 Board of Regents Meeting 
Page 3, par 2, last sentence of Description of Admission Requirements: , 
Both the University of Iowa and Iowa State place more limita-
tions on which courses can be counted toward requirements, 
require more science courses than the University of northern 
Iowa, and have foreign language requirements that are not 
required at the University of Northern Iowa. 
Page 4, par 3, sentence 1 (under Deficiencies beginning on page 3) 
With the University of Iowa's new policy in . l991, the differ-
ences in policies regarding deficiencies among the three 
universities will be greatly reduced to the point where it 
would be difficult to judge one as more stringent, and thus a 
greater deterrent to enrollment, than another. 
Page 5, statistics taken from par 3 of The quality of New Freshmen Since 
the Introduction of High School Course Requirements 
School 
UN! 
u of I 
Iowa State 




Page 5, last paragraph of the previous section 
These figures refute assertions that the University of 
Northern Iowa's growth may be due to lenient application of 
admission standards. In fact, even though the University of 
Northern Iowa does not require foreign languages or as many 
science courses as the other universities for admission, 
approximately 84% of UNI's 1990 new freshmen had sufficient 
foreign language and science courses to meet the University of 
Iowa and Iowa State University's admission requirements. 
Page 7, the first two full sentences (within the section Shifts in the 
Pool of Potential Students) 
The [UN! enrollment] cap may have distorted enrollments 
somewhat by leading to an artificial surge of students to the 
University of Iowa in 1987-88, that reversed itself rather 
drastically when the enrollment cap was lifted in 1989. This 
may indicate that the "free market" preferences of the late 
1980's, among those who are leaving the labor market for 
postsecondary education, are community colleges and the 
University of Northern Iowa. 
Senators - It must be first noted that the Chair is much calmer 
about this than the person who occupies the Chair. 
It is the Chair's conviction that the faculty of the University of 
Northern Iowa is and has been taking quite seriously the global 
goal of providing quality education to our st'udents at all levels. 
A particular emphasis for which UNI is well-known is the quality 
undergraduate education which draws more, and better, students each 
year. We have sensed ourselves walking the fine line between 
success and failure as we received additional support and then had 
its effect evaporated by the unexpected, but welcomed, increase in 
the number of students recognizing the quality education available 
at UNI. 
In a speech to the faculty last fall, this Chair expressed that we 
are at a cusp in our development and that actions by the faculty, 
administration and the Board of Regents would determine "whether we 
travel a ridge to a higher, stable plateau or slide downward in any 
one of a multitude of unpleasant directions": the Chair erred by 
omitting the Governor and the legislature from t~e list of those 
determining the path. It seems that now the omitted parties are 
about to tie our hands behind us and shove us along a precipitous 
path. 
While we experienced this year an increase of about 7% in the 
student body, there is currently a proposed decrease of about 6.8% 
in appropriated student support from Fall '90 to Fall '91. This is 
about 13% less money appropriated per student and takes into 
account neither inflation nor the projected increase in the 
enrollment from last fall until the next. The result is that the 
quality education now present at UNI is in jeopardy. The Chair has 
no explanation as to why we do not experience the same projected 
support as the K-12 or Community College systems. 
\ c, 
The backbone of our undergraduate quality is our General Education 
program which is threatened by burgeoning class sizes; the quality 
of individual majors is threatened by the lack of ability to have 
full course offerings (this includes both undergraduate and 
graduate courses) and the precious, intangible quality of student-
professor contact is in danger of eroding with a possible increased 
student/professor ratio. 
As a concrete example of expected quality that has disappeared in 
the projected appropriations, it is ironic that as President Bush 
is calling for a national initiative to improve the depth of 
education in the sciences and mathematics, the Department of 
Mathematics and Computer Science (which has the largest student-
credit-hour load of any department on campus and trains a 
significant proportion of the math teachers in Iowa) is scheduled 
to return to a newly remodeled building, Wright Hall, with no money 
appropriated to furnish it. 
Solution? This is not the role\of the Senate Ch~ir, but renaming 
"tax" and calling it "tuition" to be paid by the students and their 
families does not seem fair. Neither is it fair to force students 
to attend school longer in order to obtain the classes they need 
for graduation. Perhaps extraordinary circumstances call for 
extraordinary measures. Having had six children, when there was a 
financial downturn, extra temporary income was necessary to feed 
gil of the children until finances were back in order. 
If quality education for the students at the University of Northern 
Iowa is to be maintained and we are to survive the cusp which 
threatens to pierce us in unpleasant places, we need increased 
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April 11, 1991 
John Longnecker, Chair 
Faculty Senate 
Gene Lut~hair 
Appendi x D 
University Student Outcomes Assessment Committee 
Our Committee has completed the task of developing a comprehensive 
plan for meeting the Regents• mandate regarding student outcomes 
assessment. Enclosed is a three-part document which represents our 
proposal; Statement of Policy, Guidelines for Academic Departments, 
and three hypothetical examples of departmental assessment plans. 
While it is only the statement of Policy which needs to be 
forwarded to the Board Office this spring, we thought it best to 
develop the more specific procedures which departments are expected 
to follow. This will allow both the Board Office and the 
departments to envisage more clearly our intentions. These 
materials are being forwarded to,the Faculty Senate for its review 
and advice and to departments for their information. It is the 
Committee's intent that barring major objections the . materials 
would stand as the university's position on outcomes assessment for 
now. There will be an opportunity during the coming year for us to 
make adjustments before submitting a final plan by July 1992. 




STUDENT OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT POLICY 
University of Northern Iowa 
April, 1991 
This report details an institutional policy which will guide the assessme nt of student 
outcomes at the University of Northern Iowa. This policy has been developed as the 
result of action taken by the Iowa Board of Regents in December, 1990, and has been 
prepared in accordance with principles established by the action of the Board. 
This policy statement consists of three parts: 
e Nature and purposes of outcomes assessment 
e Guiding principles of outcomes assessment 
e Procedural guidelines for outcomes assessment 
NATURE AND PURPOSES OF OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 
Student outcomes assessment is a process by which evidence of the congruence between 
an institution's stated mission, goals and oJ;>jectives, and the actual outcomes of its 
academic programs and co-curricular activities, is assembled and analyzed in order to 
improve teaching and learning and enhance goal congruence. Although outcomes 
assessment is a critical element of the institutional growth and change, it is not an end in 
itself. Rather, it is just one of many vehicles which may help an institution effect change. 
At the University of Northern Iowa we see four basic purposes for implementing a 
student outcomes assessment program. 
e Outcomes assessment is an instrument of quality assurance, providing data 
that can be used to improve the quality of teaching and learning. 
e Through its role in program review and strategic planning, outcomes 
assessment promotes the rational, orderly evolution and improvement of the 
institution and its programs. 
e Outcomes assessment provides a basis for faculty cooperation, improved 
integration within and among courses and programs, and supports the 
development of interdisciplinary courses and programs. 
1 
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0 Outcomes assessment helps to make the inst itut ion mon: responsive to its 
primary constituencies including: students, parents, accrediting bodies, 
potential employers, various public agencies, and others. This external 
purpose supports needs for resources and claims of exce lle nce. 
Through these functions student outcomes assessment helps the institution focus on the 
need to answer the following fundamental questions: 
What should students learn? 
How well are they learning it? 
How does the institution know? 
Whatever purposes outcomes assessment may serve, there is one purpose it should not 
serve. It is not the intent of outcomes assessment to produce data by which institutions 
or programs are compared and/or ranked. 
Student outcomes assessment is a goal-directed process. Through the data collected the 
process permits the adjustment of activities in relation to a number of goals grouped in 
the following hierarchy. 
e Institutional Goals 
Common to many institutions 
Specific to a particular in~t[tution 
e Program Goals 
Content related and program-specific 
Skill related and program-specific 
Related to general education 
e Course Goals 
Content related and discipline-specific 
Skill related and discipline-specific 
Because it relates to numerous goals, outcomes assessment plays a broad role in the 
institutional planning process. As shown in Figure 1 (page 9), student outcomes 
assessment is a primary element of the overall institutional and environmental 
assessment. These assessments are, in turn, a primary input to the overa ll strategic 
planning process. 
Although the assessment of student outcomes is commonly directed to outcomes in 
academic programs, the educational experience involves more than just courses. Student 
advising, extracurricular activities, and other co-curricular programs enrich and expand 
the student experience. Therefore, the process of outcomes assessment includes hath 
2 0 
I 
program and co-curricular elements as Figure 3 (page 10) illust rates. The figure also 
provides additional insight into the role of outcomes assessment in the planning process. 
GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 
The process of assessing student outcomes at the University of Northern Iowa will be 
guided by a number of important principles. The NASULGC principles have been 
adopted by the Board of Regents and will apply to all three institutions. Additional 
principles has been suggested by the Board Office in correspondence to those involved in 
setting institutional policy. The remaining principles have been gathered from a variety 









Institutional, program, and student outcomes assessment should focus, primarily, 
on the effectiveness of academic programs and on the improvement of student 
learning and performance. (This principle has been expanded in the process 
described by Figure 3.] 
States and institutions should rely primarily on incentives rather than regulations 
or penalties to affect student outcomes assessment and fost~r improvement. 
Institutional programs for evaluation and assessment should be developed in 
collaboration with the faculty. 
Assessment requirements should permit colleges and universities to develop 
institutional programs and define indicators of quality appropriate to their 
missions and goals and consistent with state-wide objectives and standards. 
Colleges and universities should be encouraged to use multiple methods of 
assessment for improving teaching and learning and demonstrating achievement. 
(This is especially critical given the goal hierarchy described above.] 
Requirements for assessment should be fiscally conservative and avoid imposing 
costly evaluation programs on institutions or state agencies. 
Within an institution, assessment programs should be linked to strategic planning 
or program review, or some comprehensive strategy intended to encourage change 




0 Assessment should involve both major programs and the General Education 
program on a regular basis. 
0 The focus for process development is on the department unit. 
0 Assessment is not n-:cessarily student specific, although in many cases it may b-: . 
In any case, the development of an effective outcomes assessment program 
depends on student involvement. 
GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND ASSUMPTIONS 
0 Although teaching is a major element of assessment, student learning remains the 
primary responsibility of the student. 
0 Campus climate is critical to effective teaching and learning. 
• There are two sets of skills and competencies that students must learn, a minimum set and an additional set of desired skills which enable the student to strive for 
excellence. Assessment must accumulate data on not only on these minimum 







skills required for excellence. .. 
For assessment to succeed students must: see the value of the process, participate 
sincerely, and believe that the process will result in improvements. 
Data collected through assessment should be governed by recognized codes of 
ethics relating to human subjects research. 
Outcomes assessment requires resources, especially when faculty time and effort is 
required. 
Faculty will not participate effectively and outcomes assessment is unlikely to be 
successful if faculty suspect that assessment results will be incorporated in the 
faculty reward structure. However, faculty must be rewarded for their [service) 
work on the assessment process. 
A major purpose of outcomes assessment is to build habits of inquiry and a 
culture of evidence about student learning. 
Successful assessment requires leadership and support throughout the university. 




• The assessment program itself must be evaluated periodically. 
e Outcomes assessment may be based on a either a census or a sample of students. 
e Interdisciplinary programs such as general education, the business core, and the 
professional sequence in education will be assessed by committees involving faculty 
from the affected departments. 
PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 
The implementation of student outcomes assesSment at the University of Northern Iowa 
will consist of three steps. 
e Establish a university and departmental committee structure to develop 
assessment plans and supervise the process of collecting and analyzing outcomes 
data. 
e Departmental and interdisciplinary program committees must establish assessment 
plans for each program in the University. These plans should contain five parts: 
Assessment philosophy and program goals 
Student outcomes and competencies 
Frequency of assessments 
Assessment methods 
Methods of evaluating and interpreting results 
e Results of the initial assessment process will be used to further refine the process 
and begin making appropriate program adjustments. 
COMMITTEE STRUCTURE 
Implementation of the student outcomes assessment process will be initially supervised by 
a University Outcomes Assessment Committee. In addition, full implementation will 
probably require the appointment of an Outcomes Assessment Coordinator within the 
central administration. This person would be an ex-officio member of the committee. 
The Assessment Committee will be initially responsible for coordinating the process of 
developing assessment plans and evaluating their consistency with this policy statement 
and the Strategic Plan. The committee will also serve as a resource for the departmental 
committees and continue to communicate with its counterparts at the other Regents 
Universities. This committee will also be involved in supervising the trial semester 
(Spring, I992) and first full year of the process (1992-93). The suggested composition for 
this committee is included as Table I (page I2). 
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Departmental committees are to be established in Spring, !991, to have a faculty chair, 
and to have 3-5 members. The departmental assessment plans must be approved by the 
faculty of the department. These departmental committees are required to submit their 
proposed assessment plans to the University Committee prior to the completion of the 
Fall Semester, 1991. These department plans will be used to compose a Progress Report 
to the Board Office in December, 1991. 
DEVISING GOALS, OUTCOMES, AND COMPETENCIES 
Student outcomes must be related to the hierarchy of goals listed previously. University 
goals are the most general and may be derived from the current University Strategic Plan 
and the various college plans. These goals will generally reflect the departmental 
philosophy referred to above. 
Program and course goals should also be consistent with strategic plan goals, although 
specific program goals will be established by the departments. Program goals include 
both content and skill-related elements. From these goals departments will develop 
program-based outcomes, or subgoals, and related skills and competencies. Outcomes 
are subgoals related to the broad program goals. Skills and competencies are specific 
constituents of the broader outcomes to be achieved. For example: 
e Establish broadly based, transcourse and transmajor goals (goals and objectives 
beyond course objectives). , , 
e List the major outcomes associated with these broad goals. 
e For each outcome list the primary competencies identified as being needed to 
reach that outcome. These competencies should be more concrete than the 
outcomes. 
Define the general competencies of the college educated person: (i.e. 
expressing knowledge, understanding, and ability to interpret world events 
based on theoretical and philosophical foundations.) 
Foundation or basic knowledge or skill (i.e. proficiency in writing, algebra, 
reading, and speaking). 
Discipline-specific competencies: those understandings and abilities which are 
characteristic of a student in a particular field of study. 
The relationship between the departmental philosophy, goals, outcomes, and 
competencies is also described in Figure 2 on page 9. 
TIMING OF THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
The structure of the programs and the hierarchy of goals addressed by outcomes 





cycle." As Figure 4 (page 11) illustrates, there are five basic stages where assessment 
occurs. The primary responsibility for each stage is also assigned. 
e Admission to the University-- Primary responsibility: university. 
This stage provides pre-enrollment baseline data. A key ingredient to student 
outcomes is what students bring to the university. 
e Declaration of Major -- Primary responsibility: departments. 
This level of assessment provides input data for students entering major 
programs. 
e Mid-program -- Primary responsibility: departments. 
This level of assessment is aimed primarily at assessing progress in the major 
program, although it may also provide information for use in assessing the 
General Education program. 
• Program Completion -- Primary responsibility: departments. 
This stage measures student outcomes at the completion of the major and 
may also include some late General Education program elements. 
e Post-graduation -- Primary responsibility: university, departments 
cooperating. 
The final stage of outcomes assessment measures the long-term effect of the 
educational experience. • 
Each assessment can occur at its own schedule with reference to the calendar; however, 
at least some of the assessments must occur each academic year. Some institutions 
cancel classes and utilize an "assessment day" to perform their assessments. Such a 
practice wold be up to individual departments at UNI. 
METHODS OF ASSESSMENT FOR OUTCOMES AND COMPETENCIES 
This section identifies possible method(s) by which the outcomes and competencies will 
be assessed. These methods may range from the formal to the informal, but must be 
precise and identifiable. All students may be assessed on a sample of outcomes and/or a 
sample of students may be assessed on all outcomes. Suggested methods of assessment 
include: 
e Admission to the university and/or declaration of major 
Transcript (high school, transfer, UN!) 
GPA (high school, transfer, UN!) 
High school rank 
Scores, profile reports and class analysis 
American Council on Educations College and University Environment and 
Experience assessment (Astin's study) 
Other 
e Declaration of major, mid-program, and/or program completion 
Portfolios 
Interviews 
Self assessments by students 
Performance recitaVexhibit/research 
Practicum/intern/work experience 
Comprehensive examination (written or oral) 
Senior project or thesis 
Testing (standardized or unstandardized/commercial or locally 
developed) 
Coordinate efforts with general education committee to assess 




Regents retention study 
Alumni relations survey 
University alumni council 
Employer survey 
Interviews with alumni 
Graduate school entrance examinations--ORE, NTE, LSAT, GMAT, etc. 
scores and analysis 
Professional licensing examination 
Other 
ANALYSIS-INTERPRETATION AND REPORTING OF RESULTS 
The last step in the assessment process will be the collection, interpretation and 
evaluation of results. Each department will be required to devise an outcomes 
assessment report structure for each program it must assess. The form of these reports 
is up to the individual departments. However, these reports will be reviewed by the 
University Assessment Committee and/or the Coordinator and the committee reserves 
the right to consult with the departments to ensure the most useful presentation of 
results. Detailed procedures for this part of the program will evolve as the trial semester 
results are collected. After the initial trial semester it is anticipated that results will be 
reported to the college deans and the Office of the Provost either annually or bia nnually 
beginning in Spring, 1993. 
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STAGES IN OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT 
Sample Asses sment Measures 
Assessment Coordinator 
Assessment Committee 
Survey enrollees and 
non· enrollees 
• New class profile 
(Astin study) 
• First year research,. report 
• Retention study 
• Retention study 
• Student feedback on 
4 year experience 
• Licensing examinations 




• New class Profi l e 
Performance in 
General Educ . Cours es 




major core tcGt 
Senior test 
• Portfolio review 
Professional 
examination 
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GUIDELJr~ES FOR CREATING 
AN ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT PLAN 
FOR EACH PROGRAM MAJOR 
Each Assessment Plan should be a narrative organized into the five parts indicated 
below. Explanatory notes are placed in brackets. 
I. Departmental Philosophy of Student Outcomes Assessment 
[This section is a short introduction stating the department's overall philosophy of 
student outcomes assessment for this plan. It should make reference to broadly 
based, transcourse goals which have been established for the major(s).] 
II. Outcomes and Competencies 






(A. This section lists the primary outcomes established for the major(s) covered 
in the plan. 1hese outcomes should number approximately five. Each may have 
sub-outcomes identified, as desired but not required.] 
(B. "Outcomes• should be understood to be goals which are relatively abstract 
and general in nature. The outcomes (and competencies) identified should relate 
to the overall major and not merely to specific courses.] 
(C. Collectively the outcomes should address both substantive content of the field 
and general skills applied to the field such as critical thinking, communication, and 
integration/synthesis. Outcomes should be linked to strategic planning, 
accreditation review (if appropriate), program review, and curriculum revision.] 
(D. For each major outcome list the primary competencies identified as being 
needed to reach that outcome. These competencies should be more concrete 
than the outcomes and thereby be measureable.] 
Ill. Frequency of Assessments 
[A. This section indicates when assessments will occur. They must occur at least 
at the following four points with reference to the student's career: 
1. declaration of major 
2. mid-program 
3. program completion 
4. post-graduation (in cooperation with institutional assessment)] 
[B. Additional points may be added as desired; e.g. more than one time during 
mid-program.] 
[C. Each assessment can occur at its own schedule with reference to the 
calendar, however at least some of the assessments must occur each academic 
year.] 
IV. Methods of Assessment for Outcomes and Competencies 
[A. This section identifies the method(s) by which the outcomes and competencies 
(singly or in multiples) will be assessed. These methods may range from the 
formal to the informal, but must be precise and identifiable.] 
(B. All students may be assessed on a sample of outcomes, a sample of students 
may be assessed on all outcome;t, and/or all students may be assessed on all 
outcomes.] ' •· 
[C. Suggested methods of assessment: 
At declaration of major 
1. transcript (high school, transfer, UNI) 
2. GPA (high school, transfer, UNI) 
3. high school rank 
4. scores on ACT or SAT 
5. other 
At declaration of major, mid-program, and/or program completion 
1. portfolios 
2. interviews 
3. integrative seminar 
4. professional licensing examination 
5. self assessments by students 
6. performance reci1aVexhibit 
7. practicum/intem experience 
8. comprehensive examination (written or oral) 
9. senior project or thesis 








1. departmental/alumni relations survey 
2. departmental alumni council 
3. employer survey 
interviews with alumni 
5. other] 
V. Analysis-Interpretation and Reporting of Results 
[A This section describes the process by which the assessment results will be 
analyzed-interpreted and reported.] 
[B. Describe how the Departmental Assessment Committee will collect, review, and 
report the assessment results to the department. Describe how the results will be 
used for curriculum review, accreditation review (if appropriate), program review. 
and strategic planning.] 
[C. Results from trial assessments of 1991-92 will be reported at the end of the 
Spring Semester 1992 to the University Student Outcomes Assessment 
Committee. Thereafter, it is anticipated the results will be reported to the college 













ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT PLAN 
Department of: 
Department mailing code: 
Person completing this form: 
Assessment Plan for Major(s) [Program of Study]: 






Date Committee was formed: 
Date Assessment Plan was approved by department: 
I. 
Hypothetical Student Outcomes Assessment Plan 
University of Norhtern Iowa 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
Bachelor of Arts: Sociology LA, Sociology Teaching 
Departmental Philosophy of Student Outcomes Assessment 
The Assessment Plan for the Majors of Sociology-Uberal Arts and Sociology-
Teaching is based on the primary purpose of generating information which will be 
useful for enhancing student learning and program development For this end we 
are focused on three interrelated goals. First, we believe it is critical that our 
students attain a firm grasp of the field of sociology and its fundamental orientation 
known as the sociological perspective. In a society historically promoting 
individualistic perceptions and aspirations, our students must give special attention 
to developing and cultivating a more social and macro-level view in order to 
succeed intellectually and pragmatically within the discipline. Second, our students 
must attain a sophisticated understanding of U.S. society in order to become 
competent interpreters of any sdtiety. This requires them both to give special 
attention to U.S. society's internal diversity and to viewing it in a cross-national 
perspective. Third, the sociological perspective as applied to any segment of 
social life must be communicated clearly to be understood and to be useful. 
Hence, we give special attention to oral and written communication by our 
students. 
The sociology programs combine a set of core requirements with a large set of 
electives. There is a high degree of flexibility in the sequencing and selection of 
courses for the students. As a consequence of this variation and the broad nature 
of sociology as a discipline. we have selected student portfolios and surveys as 
our main methods of assessment Our Assessment Plan incorporates those 
student outcomes and assessment methods which will tell us most directly how 
well our curriculum and program structures are responding to the three goals 
stated above. The Sociology Assessment Plan has been developed with the 
assistance of the members of the student Sociology Club who have provided 




II. Outcomes and Competencies 
Outcome 1 Students shall understand and be able to apply the 
sociological perspective of social life. 
Competency 1.1 Be familiar with the discipline of sociology and its major 
subfields. 
Competency 1.2 Be conversant with the major sociological principles 
and concepts of social structures and processes. 
Competency 1.3 Be able to propose a sociological interpretation of a 
social event or social pattern. 
Competency 1.4 Be able to explain the reciprocal relationships between 
self, small group, community, institution, and society. 
Outcome 2 Students shall be knowledgeable about the primary 
theories and research methods of sociology. 
Competency 2.1 Be familiar with the major theorists and theories of both 
classical cp1d contemporary sociology, and with their 
criticisms. • 
Competency 2.2 Be familiar with the major qualitative and quantitative 
research methods of sociology, and with their 
criticisms. 
Competency 2.3 Be able to design a research study linking sociological 
theory and method. 
Outcome 3 Students shall possess the capability to engage in 
critical analysis of social life. 
Competency 3.1 Be able to identify the manifest and latent elements and 
the underlying assumptions in theoretical orientations, 
methodological approaches, or explanations which 
have been applied to a specific aspect of social life. 
Competency 3.2 Be able to synthesize information and interpretation 












Students shall be knowledgeable of and appreciate 
intellectually the diversity of social life. 
Be able to describe and interpret the major forms of 
diversity linked to social stratification and inequality in 
U.S. society. 
Be able to compare the predominant features of U.S. 
society to other Western societies and to non-Western 
societies. 
Be able to discuss diversity by making appropriate 
generalizations among and within groups. 
Students shall posses the capability to communicate 
orally and in written form according to the standards of 
the discipline. 
Be able to make an oral presentation to a group of 
peers which successfully communicates a coherent 
message reflective of the sociological perspective. 
Be able to create a written composition in conformance 
with discipline standards for scholarly publication and 
common standards of expression for the English 
language. 
Be able to create written compositions for each of three 
different audiences; viz. student peers within the major, 








Frequency of Assessments 
With respect to a student's career, assessments will occur at four times; at 
declaration of major, mid-program (when a student has attained 21 credit hours 
1n the major), in the final semester prior to graduation, and one year beyond 
graduation. The first of these will occur on a continuing basis as· each student 
declares a sociology major. The second will occur each semester, the third will 
occur annually, and the post-graduation assessment will occur biannually. 
Assessments will begin in the Spring 1992 semester. 
Methods of Assessment 
The primary mechanism for conducting assessments in the sociology programs 
is a student portfolio. When a student declares a major in one of the sociology 
programs the portfolio-based assessment plan will be introduced by the 
student's advisor. The advisor will explain the purposes of the assessment 
portfolio, its intended contents, and the process by which it will be reviewed. 
The intent is to use the portfolio as a means to plan a comprehensive and 
cumulative course of learning for each student and as a baseline from which to 
reflect on the success with which intended learning occurs. 
The assessment portfolio will be introduced on a trial basis with 50 volunteer 
students, 25 being selected in eath of the two years of tbe trial. These 
students wiD range from those only beginning their major coursework to those 
approaching completion of the major. The students wiD be offered a one-credit 
independent study incentive for entering the assessment portfolio trial and a 
second one-credit independent study incentive for completing the trial to the 
point of graduation. The trial will be monitored for the two year period, and 
then modified and expanded to a larger proportion of the students if it is found 
to be successful. 
Contents of the Portfolio 
To be added at declaration of major 
1. High school GPA and class rank 
2. ACT scores 
3. University transcript 
4. Statement of academic interests relative to sociology and of career 
goals as currently conceived 
5. Proposed schedule of courses for the coming year 
4 
To be added during program 
6. Copies of at least two graded, brief works which each apply the 
sociological perspective to a specific topic (e.g., film, article, book 
reviews; reaction paper to a presentation) 
7. Copy of a graded, written paper or essay exam discussing social 
diversity within a social unit in a comparative framework. 
8. Copy of a graded, written research proposal or completed research 
project which links sociology theory and method 
9. Copy of graded, written paper demonstrating a command of 
sociological theory 
10. Copy of a graded, written paper or essay exam which demonstrates 
the capability to engage in critical analysis 
11. Transcript of an oral presentation reflective of sociology given in a 
class, a professional meeting, or a public forum, including 
instructor/audience reactions 
12. Statement of self-assessment by student of progress with respect to the 
sociology outcomes and competencies for mid-program review 
13. Statement of self-assessment by student of progress with respect to the 
sociology outcomes and competencies for pre-graduation review 
14. Statement of career goals and a resume for pre-graduation review 
15. File of letters of reference for pre-graduation review 
The secondary mechanisms for conducting assessments in the sociology 
programs are two student surve-/3. The first is of senior~ at graduation. The 
instrument developed will solicit evaluations of specific aspects of students' 
undergraduate experiences within the sociology programs and will be 
administered each spring semester to all graduating seniors. The second 
survey is a post-graduation survey. The department will work with the Office of 
Career Planning and Placement to collect evaluative information from all recent 
graduates. The survey will include questions within the two broad areas of post 
BA career and reflections on the five broad outcomes of this assessment plan. 





V. Analysis-Interpretation and Reporting of Results 
Each faculty advisor will be responsible for initiating the student portfolio 
process as described above in Section IV. The advisor and student are jointly 
responsible to have items 1-5 placed in the portfolio within three weeks of the 
time a student has declared a sociology major. A complete copy of each 
student's portfolio will be located within a departmental file accessible to both 
the student and advisor. The student may also keep a personal copy of the 
portfolio,if he/she desires. 
The advisor will monitor a student's portfolio and work with the student to add 
required materials on a continuing basis. Two formal assessment meetings 
between the advisor and student are required. The first will occur when the 
student has completed 21 hours of sociology major credit. The second is 
during the student's final semester prior to graduation. At each of these 
meetings the advisor and student will evaluate and reflect on the success with 
which assessment competencies have been acquired and outcomes achieved. 
The departmental assessment committee will review all portfolios during the 
spring semesters of the first two years of the trial. This committee will prepare 
a report which summarizes the extent to which each competency and outcome 
is being realized. The committee will also evaluate the portfolio process and 
recommend changes. The committee's report will be presented to the 
department and discussed at a full faculty meeting prior to the completion of 
the two spring semesters. The committee's report will also be forwarded to the 
students participating in the trial who will be invited to make comments and 
suggestions. The faculty will use the reports from the two trial years both to 
make adjustments in the assessment plan and to guide upcoming curricular 
revisions. Subsequent reports (assuming continued and expanded use of 
assessment portfolios) will be used to prepare normal fiVe-year program 
reviews and strategic planning updates for the department. The assessment 
reports with any changes voted by the faculty will be forwarded to appropriate 
university officials. This wiD include the University Student Outcomes 
Assessment Committee in Spring 1992, and the SBS Dean and Provost at each 









Hypothetical Student Outcomes Assessment Plan 
University of Norhtern Iowa 
Department of Accounting 
Bachelor of Arts, Accounting 
Departmental Philosophy of Outcomes Assessment 
Accounting is a dynamic profession which is subject to numerous forces in the 
business environment. Changes in financial accounting principles, tax laws, 
technology, and corporate practice may require significant programmatic 
changes at any time. The goal of student outcomes assessment in the 
Accounting Department of the College of Business Administration for the 
degree Bachelor of Arts in Accounting is to provide assurance that the program 
fulfills the changing needs of its students and the profession they wish to enter. 
consistent with the mission of the College. The accounting program at UNI is 
intended to provide a broad foundation in accounting which will prepare its 
students to enter any branch of the profession. 
Outcomes and Competencies 
Outcome 1 Students shall exhibit proficiency in the principles of financial 
accounting. 
Competency 1.1 Master the contents of the pronouncements of the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board. 
Competency 1.2 
etc. 
Master the theory of financial accounting structure and the 
accounting cycle. 
Outcome 2 Students shaD exhibit proficiency in the principles of managerial 
accounting. 
Various Competencies 
Outcome 3 Students shall exhibit proficiency in the principles of tax accounting. 
Various Competencies 
Various Additional Outcomes 
Ill. Frequency of Assessment 
Assessment in the Accounting Program shall take place at four intervals. 
Accounting students must be assessed before their entrance to the College to 
establish their ability to do work in the professional programs of the College. At 
the mid-point in their major studies, the students will again be evaluated to 
determine the degree to which they have learned the primary principles of the 
discipline prior to their entry into advanced courses. Another mid-point 
evaluation will establish their competency in the common body of knowledge 
(business core). Upon graduation students who wish professional credentials 
will be encouraged to take either the CPA or CMA examination. Finally, regular 
alumni surveys will be used to evaluate students' success in the profession. 
IV. Methods of Assessment 
v. 
Declaration of major -- various techniques determined in accordance with 
College entrance requirements. 
Mid-Program -- tests and interviews will be used to evaluate the level of 
competency in fundamental financial and managerial accounting principles. 
Students in whom these skills are not sufficiently developed will be counseled 
as to their options. Students who exhibit sufficient skill will be advised as to the 
appropriate course of study to achieve specific professional objectives. 
• 
Graduation -- professional examinations (CPA, CMA) 
Post-graduation -- alumni surveys conducted by the department, the 
College, and the University. 
Analysis and Interpretation of Results 
Professional preparation in accounting requires the development of a number of 
specific skills and competencies. Professional recognition in the field is most 
strongly established by the nationally recognized certification examinations, the 
CPA and CMA. Because a large proportion of the students graduating from 
the program take one of these exams, the department receives regular 
feectback on the skill levels of its graduates. However, to achieve the success it 
has the faculty regularly evaluates results on an parts of the test and uses these 
data to make programmatic adjustments. It also regularly monitors the 
accounting environment and the opinions of its past graduates (Informally and 
through its departmental advisory council) to determine how its program may 





Hypothetical Student Outcomes Assessment Plan 
University of Northern Iowa 
School of Music 
Bachelor of Music, Music Education 
I. Departmental Philosophy of Student Outcomes Assessment 
The goal of Student Outcomes Assessment for the degree Bachelor of 
Music, with specialization in Music Education, is to develop and enhance 
student learning. The goal of the Music Education degree program is to 
produce music educators who have mastered skills in musicianship and in 
music teaching, and have synthesized all aspects of educating students 
about music. Through outcomes assessment the School of Music can 
determine whether each student is acquiring competencies needed to 
perform as a music educator, whether these competencies are being 
integrated with communication skills' and concepts of music teaching , and 
whether the program available to the students is helping them to succeed 
as music educators. 
II. Outcomes and Competencies 
Outcome I Students shall be able to perform at a high level 
in at least one major area (instrument). 
Competency 1.1 Master the technical skills necessary to meet 
the needs of artistic self-expression in a 
musical performance. 
Competency 1 .2 
\ 
Be familiar with the standard repertoire in the 
student's major area. 
\ 
Outcome II Students shall have a functional knowledge 
of the language and grammar of music. 
Competency 2.1 Be able to analyze harmonically and formally 
Competency 2.2 
Competency 2.3 
works dating from the 16th century to the present. 
Be able to recognize and relate understanding of 
musical styles and principles of all types of music. 
Be able to sing at sight. 
Competency 2.4 Be able to demonstrate acquisition and 
assimilation of aural acuity skills (dictated 
melodic, harmonic successions and rhyhtms) 
Outcome Ill Students shall be able to teach all the 
instruments/voices of the band/choir/orchestra, 
and be able to rehearse and guide an ensemble to 
a public performance. .. 







Be able to create accurate and musically 
expressive performances as a conductor. 
Be able to choose appropriate repertoire for the 
performing organization. 
Be able to demonstrate and/or accompany at the 
keyboard. 
The student shall be able to build a successful 
music program. 
Know current methods and materials available in 








Be ab le to mainta in positive relationsh ips with 
ind ividuals. 
Be able to assess aptitudes, experiential 
backgrounds, and interests of individuals and 
groups of students and to devise learning 
experiences to meet assessed needs. 
Self expression through oral and written 
communication . 
Outcome V The student shall have and realize the potential 
to inspire others and to excite the imagination of 
students, engendering a respect and desire for 
music and musical experiences. 
Competency 5.1 Be able to embrace and maintain a positive outlook 
in regard to educating students about music. 
Competency 5.2 Be able to create the opportunites which lead to 
further inquiries by students into the world of 
music. 
Competency 5.3 Be able to understand the music education major's 
own relationship to music and teaching music. 
Ill. Frequency of Assessments 
Assessment shall occur four times during each student's career: 1) at 
declaration of major; 2) mid-program; 3) program completion; and 4) one 
year after graduation. The first will occur as each student declares a 
Music Education Maj_or. The second will occur annually, the third will 
occur each semester, and the fourth biennially. 
3 
IV. Methods of Assessment 
Declaration of Major 
Mid-Program 
Prior to Graduation 
Post-Graduation 
The student must take an audition on his/her 
primary instrument, and be accepted as a 
music major. 
Major instrument faculty jury exams. 
Sight-singing faculty jury exams. 
Keyboard proficiency exam. 
Interview/Review by Music Education Faculty 
Performance recital on major instrument. 
Music Education Capstone Seminar. 
Supervised Student Teaching experience in 
the field of study (one semester) . 
Exit Interview Questionnaire. 
Survey administered by School of Music and 
Alumni Relations which asks questions 
regarding content, methodology, and 
pertinence of the existing program. 
All students in the Music Education program will take part in the 
assessment process. Two methods will be used to assess outcomes in the 
Music Education Major: performance-based measurements 
(exams/proficiency tests, recitals, auditions) , and student portfolios. The 
portfolio shall include college transcripts, jury exam grade/comment 
sheets, the Music Education interview/review report at the mid-program 
stage, writings taken from the Capstone Seminar, the senior exit 
interview, a video tape of the student's Conducting II Final exam, and 










V. Analysis-Interpretation and Reporting of Results 
The program for Bachelor of Music, Music Education relies on competency-
based instruction. Students may not progress to the upper levels in 
performance or coursework until materials in the lower level courses 
have been mastered. Competencies in musicianship are measured through 
performance (jury exams on the student's primary instrument, aural acuity 
skill proficiency exams, and recitals). Assessing the quality of the 
student's understanding and integration of musical competencies with 
concepts of teaching and communication of musical ideas is best 
accomplished through a review of portfolio materials and results from the 
alumni survey. 
The results of the performance measurements and the student portfolios 
will be given to the assessment committee for compilation and review. 
The committee will report the findings to the department and suggest any 
program/curriculum changes needed. The committee will evaluate the 
assessment process every two years and propose changes as necessary. 
The results from trial assessments conducted in the Spring semester 
1992 will be reported at the end ot that semester by the departmental 
assessment committee to the University Student Outcomes Assessment 
Committee. Thereafter, results will be reported to the college dean and 










(Effective Fall 1990) 
All University Requirements; 
- 4 years of English/Language Arts 
- 2 years of a single foreign language 
- 3 years of math (including 2 years of algebra, 1 year of geometry) 
- 3 years of social studies (excepting engineering which requires only 2 
years) 
- 3 years of science (including year ccx=es from 2 of 3 areas: 
(biology, chemistry, physics; third year can be in other areas 
such as generol science, physical .sc:iena, geology, astronomy) 
Additional Requirements for Colle~:e of En~:ineerin1: 
- 1 additional course in higher mathematics 
- 3 years of science !!!YJI. include 1 year of chemistry and 1 year of physics 
Iowa State University 
All University ReQ.Uirements; 
- 4 years of English/Language Arts 
- 3 years of math (including 1 year each of algebra, geometry, advanced 
algebra) 
- 3 years of science (including 1 year each of two areas biology, chemistry, 
physics) 
- 2 years of social studies (including 1 year U.S. History, 1 semester of U.S. 
Government) 
Additional Requirements for College of Science and Humanities 
- 1 additional year of social studies 
- 2 years of a single foreign language 
Note: At both universities, their respective requirements apply to all new high school 
graduates and transfers with less than 24 semester hours of transferrable credit. 
tahles\t.13 
!'all Tenns 
Completion of lligh School Core Requirements 
hy Newly Enrolled Current Year Graduates 
1988 1989 1990 
Current Year Graduates• 1722 1813 1912 
Percent Meeting Core by lligh School Courses Alone 
67.2 74.3 81.5 
Percent Deficient in Actual Courses 
English 17.5 13.0 9.5 
Mathematics 5.7 4.2 2.6 
Social Studies 13.2 9.9 7.6 
Natural Science 0.8 0.9 0.4 
Electives 1.5 0.8 0.7 
Percent Meeting Requirement by Alternative Means 
English 2.7 1.1 2.7 
Mathematics 0.8 0.3 -0.5 
Social Studies 3.6 2.4 2.7 
Natural Science 0.05 0.2 0.1 
Electives 0.1 0.06 0.0 
Percent Enrolled with Core Deficiencies 
English 14.8 11.9 6.8 
Mathematics 4.9 4.0 2.1 
Social Studies 9.6 7.5 5.0 
Natural Science 0.8 0.8 0.3 
Electives 1.4 0.8 0.7 
Percent Meeting Core in Some Manner 
74.2 78.3 87.1 
I! 
• Foreign stuclf"nts and students admitted on basis of GED not indudec1 
University of Northern Iowa 















New Freshmen Current Year Graduates Who Met Natural Science 
Admission Requirement by their High School Coursework 
Current Year Graduates* Years of Natural Science 
Total Total Percent Exactly 2 More than 2 3 or More 4 or More 
Held Meeting Meeting but Less but Less but Less 
to Science Science than 3 than 4 than 5 
Core Core Core # % # % # % # % 
1722 1708 99.2% 359 20.8% 104 6.0% 713 41.4% 462 26.8% 
1813 1796 99.1% 278 15.3% 135 7.4% 792 43.7% 524 28.9% 
1912 1904 99.6% 186 9.8% 113 5.9% 940 49.2% 600 31.4% 
SUMMARY 
Years of Natural Science 
Current Year 2 or More 3,or More 
Graduates but Less 
Held to Core than 3 
# % # % 
1988 1722 463 26.8% 1245 72.2% 
1989 1813 413 22.7% 1383 76.3% 
!990 1912 299 15.7% 1605 83.9% 





• Foreign students and students admitted on basis of GED not included 
tables\tj.1 
University of Northern Iowa 











MEMO RAN DUN 
Dr. Donna J. Thompson, Chair, College of Education Senate 
College of Education Senators 
Thomas J. Switzer, Dean T · ;-._) . 
January 10, 1991 
Merger of Department of Library Science with the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction 
This memorandum is to request ~ction by the College of Education 
Senate to merge the Department of Library Science into the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction effective with the start 
of the 1991-92 fiscal year. Prior to making this request the 




A meeting between the Dean and the faculty members in the 
Department of Library Science to explore potential 
implications of the merger with Curriculum and 
Instruction. 
The preparation of a set of questions/topics by the 
faculty members in Library Science pertaining to the 
merger with Curriculum and Instruction. 
A meeting including the Dean, Dr. Margaret Ishler, Head 
of the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and the 
faculty members in Library Science to review the 
questions/topics. 
4. A meeting including Elizabeth Martin, Head · of the 
Department of Library Science, the faculty in Library 
Science, Dr. Ishler, and the program coordinators in 
Curriculum and Instruction to discuss the 
questions/topics and other issues pertaining to the 
proposed merger of the two departments ·. · 
Office o( the De.an Coll<g< o( Education 
205 S<hindlrr Eduution Ccnt<r C<du Falls, Iowa 50614-0610 (3191273-2717 FAX: (3191273-6997 
Hemor<!ndur.~ to Dr. Donna J. Thompson and COE Senators 
Page Two 
January 10, 1991 
The proposed merger has the support of the head of the Department 
of Curriculum and Instruction . The program coordinators in 
Curriculum and Instruction see no major problems with the merger. 
The faculty members in Library Science are, understandably, 
apprehensive about the merger. 
For the 1990-91 academic year, the Department of Library Science 
consists of the department head, one full-time [.82] faculty 
member, and one part-time [.61] faculty member. The department 
head, Elizabeth Martin, has announced that she will be taking early 
retirement after the Spring Semester 1991. The small size of the 
department makes it difficult to justify its continuation as an 
administrative unit and tends to isolate the Library Science 
program and its faculty from the rest of the College of Education. 
The small size of the department reduces flexibility in program 
design and development and does not provide the flexibility in 
budgeting found in larger units. 
several advantages should occu;:as a result of tnis merger: 
1. The faculty in Library Science will have an expanded set 
of colleagues. 
2. The program in Library Science will be more fully 
integrated into the activities of a larger entity, thus 
bringing the program more into the mainstream of the 
College of Education. 
3. A larger resource base and more budgetary flexibility 
will be available to the program in Library Science. 
I encourage the College of Education Senate to act promptly on this 
request early in the Spring Semester so that the item can be placed 



















College of Education Senators 




February 18, 1991 
Recommendation to merge Department of Library Science 
with the Department of Curriculum and Instruction 
This is a response from the library science faculty to Dean 
Switzer's memorandum of January 10, 1991, proposing a merger of 
the Library Science Department with the Department of Curriculum 
and Instruction. We participated in the meetings described, were 
given the opportunity to voice our concerns and to ask questions, 
and received oral responses to those concerns and questions. In 
those oral responses, we were told that for library science there 
would be: 
1. No loss of faculty personnel or support staff. 
2. Retention of control of our curriculum . 
3. An expanded set of colleagues. 
4. More budgetary flexibility. 
In response to the justification for the department not to 
continue as an administrative unit, we believe: 
1. A department may be small in the number of faculty, 
but size has not isolated us from the College of 
Education faculty. Physical location of offices 
and classrooms may be an isolating factor, but 
programs within this College and other Colleges are 
not always housed in one building. 
2. A small-sized department can increase flexibility 
and provide for more experimentation when fewer 
administrative levels exist to retard change. 
3. Flexibility in budgeting and expending funds has 
allowed us to meet changing demands within the 
department as well as our professional 
responsibilities and has allowed us to undertake 
more long-range planning. 
Advantages of such a merger as listed by the Dean do not seem to 
be advantages to us . 
D.:r.1rtrr ·nl d l.•krar; St·i··nc~· 
Colk::~ oi Educa.lion 1:!1 ()onald 0 Rod l.1hrary C.:d.u F.tlb. IO\\'J 5061 \-0•6:! IJ19) :?:1::-:!u-,IJ F..\.\; (3191 273-6997 
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1. We have worked for years with colleagues within 
and outside the College of Education. We must 
because our graduates will be working with all 
teachers, secondary and elementary, school 
administrators and parents . 
2. What is the "mainstream of the College of 
Education"? We have never been told that we are 
not in the mainstream . 
3. In our previous conversations, we were told that 
our resources will be enhanced and more flexibility 
will be available, but actions since those 
conversations indicate the opposite. 
The faculty in library science see these disadvantages. 
1. Loss of program identity and visibility on- and 
off-campus. 
2. Loss of our ability to make and enforce our current 
admission and retention policies, to determine 
policies and procedures relative to the standards 
of performance of our students, and to recommend 
students for graduate assistantships. 
3. Loss of budget f~xibility to meet current and 
planned program development, for example, our off-
campus extension in Ottumwa and requests for 
similar endorsement programs in at least three 
locations in Iowa. 
4. Loss of faculty lines and staff positions to carry 
out current curriculum and planned development. 
5. Loss of control to make curricular, class schedule 
and faculty assignment decisions. 
6. Loss of resources occurs whenever administrative 
restructuring places a smaller unit into a larger 
unit. 
Administrative decisions, verified or rumored, have given us a 
clear indication that curricular decisions based upon personnel 
resources have already been made for next year. 
The Library Science Department offers the only media specialist 
endorsement programs (K-6, 7-12, K-12) on campus and only one of 
two in the state offering the K-12 master's degree program. 
Current state education law requires qualified media specialists 
to supervise media centers at both the secondary and elementary 
level. Reduction in resources ava i lable to the program may lead 
to the lowering of quality learning opportunities for our 
students who will need to meet the changing demands of teaching 
and learning in elementary though secondary schools in Iowa. We 
want to continue our program which has received high marks from 
graduates, school administrators, and the Iowa Department of 
Education . 
In conclusion, we perceive no program or resource advantage 
coming from the proposed merger and encourage the College of 
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION .. ·-·'' ,; ,., "' 
Minutes #210 
February 18, 1991 
Members Present: Sherry Gable, Charles Dedrick, Gail Froyen {for alternate 
for Jim Becker), Lee Courtnage, Leah Hiland, Donna Thompson, 
Carol Phillips, Cindy Ensign 
Ex-Officio & Guests: Thomas Switzer , Susann Doody, Elizabeth Hartin, Barbara 
Safford 
1. Meeting was called to order by Thompson at 3:17 P.M. in the Dean's 
Conference Room. 
2. Hiland/Gable moved/seconded to approve COE Senate Minutes #210 for 
January 21, 1991 as printed. Motion carried. 
3. Old Business 
a. Letter from Dean Switzer re: Potential Merger of Library Science 
with the Department of Curriculum ~ Instruction--Discussion held 
for •oean~a Comments• 
b. Faculty Load ~ Retention and Released TLme--Norm KcCumsey 
--postponed until March 25, 1991 meeting because McCumsey out of 
town 
4. ' New Business 
a. Request for Emeritus Sta~ua 
--Dedrick/Phillips 80Yed/••conded approYal ~f eaeritu• status for 
Elizabeth Martin, Departaent of Library Science. Motion 
carried. 
--Gable/Dedrick .ovedfseconded approval of .. •ritus status for 
Robert Eller, Educational Media center. Motion carried. 
5. Dean's Comments--Potential Merger of Library Science with the Department 
of Curriculum ' Instruction 
a. History--Switzer 
b. 
--switzer introduced the diacuaaion by reviewing the contents of 
hi• letter of January 10, 1991 to the COE Senate regarding the 
merger of the Department of Library Science with the Department 
of Curriculum and Instruction including 
+his meetings and dialogues with the faculty in the 
Department of Library Science, Peg Ishler as Head of the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction, and the program 
coordinators in Curriculum and Instruction 
+justifications for the merger 
+advantages for Library Science resulting from the merqer 
--Result: proposal to COE Senate 
+then received a response from Martin indicating that she 
understood the discussion of merger to be at a more 
tentative stage and not yet ready to be submitted to the 
COE Senate; Switzer and Martin then discussed the merger 
further 
Presentation of Proposal to COE Senate for Discussion--Switzer 
--Martin distributed a memo as a response and spoke to the loss 
of identity and visibility and inability to carry out current 
curriculum and planned program development as outlined in the 
memo 
\ 
c. Questions and Comments 
d. 
--Hiland, as senator from Library Science: indicated that three 
tenure-track faculty lines had been lost within the past six 
years 
--Martin: questioned NCATE•s response if certification cannot be 
received; noted the program as the only one at the Regents' 
universities 
--Thompson: asked who the 1.62 faculty in Library Science were 
+Switzer responded that upon Martin's retirement her line 
wou ld not be filled resulting in one full-time and one 
part-time faculty member; that all positions are open for 
evaluation for re-allocation; that Martin~& position might 
be filled but not with tenure-track personnel 
--Hiland: stated that $98,00 in salaries and benefits seemed a 
lot to come out of one program (Library Science) 
--Froyen: questioned whether there would be no decrease ~n 
faculty 
+Switzer stated that under budget restraints that could not 
be agreed to 
--Switzer: stated"that merger is a question of control; that 
Curriculum and Instruction could handle Library Science 
programmatically; that two questions are involved which are not 
totally separate 
+emphasis and support of a strong program but not a 
separate one 
+continuation/diacontinuation as an administrative unit 
--Cable: asked whether the department head's line would be 
re-allocated whethe~or not merger occurred 
+Switzer replied in the affi~tive ~ . 
--Gable: asked what other arrangements were being conaidered 
+Switzer responded if merged, Ishler would become department 
head; if not merged, money would be available for hiring 
adjunct faculty 
--Switzer: continued that the use of adjuncts is not good for 
program quality but necesaary because of lack of money 
--Hiland: mentioned that the graduate program does not accept the 
use of adjuncts 
--Dedrick: questioned the number of courses offered by Library 
Science 
+14 coursea not including Library Orientation which will no 
longer be offered 
--Froyen: stated that without the Library Orientation course 
quality throughout the Univeraity would drop 
--Switzer: aqreed that the University should provide resources so 
that Library Orientation is offered but that COE could not 
provide a service course for the entire University out of its 
budget 
Action 
--Because it was necessary for Dean Switzer to leave and no 
particular action was necessary immediately, specific action was 
postponed until the Dean could be in attendance. 







continued Questions and Comments 
--Dedrick: questioned the number of students e nrol led in the 
program 
+Mart in: replied that 45-50 stuCents wc~e cncolled in the 
master 's program in almost all required courses 
--Dedrick: asked how Library Scien~e was housed on other campuses 
--Dedrick : asked what the Dean saw as benefits; would pre-fix 
numbers remain the same 
--Martin: stated that Library Science woul d lose the budget 
flexibility necessary to remain up-to-date and innovative 
--Dedrick: questioned the number of assistantships offered 
+one or two a nd s ometimes three assistantships are offered 
--Gable: indicated that the advantages as listed in the Oean ~a 
letter do not seem to be advantages 
--Doody: stated that the Dean needs to consider the amount of 
money in the budget and equitable treatment within departments 
--Froyen: stated that the intent of merger and merger in theory 
sounded good but wondered about merger in reality ; felt that as 
a graduate of the program she would not have received the 
quality background she did if courses had been taught primarily 
by adjuncts; expressed concern about the loss of program 
identity on and off campus especially when demand for graduates 
is increasing; felt the program should instead be building 
--Phillips: questioned the meaning of •mainstream• of COE 
+Doody responded that she waa unable to answer because she 
was not in on relevant conversations 
--Hiland: reiterated her concern about the meaning of 
•mainstream• and added that she was not aware that Library 
Science was •out of it• 
--Dedrick: questioned'the relationship of ~ibrary Science and 
Educational Media 
+Martin answered that with the change in certification 
the two were less close than before; that the focus of 
Educational Media was in technology and business and 
industry and that it did not have a school program 
--Thompson: asked about potential changes in the relationship if 
Library Science were included in CUrriculum and Instruction 
--Gable: asked about the number of divisions within Curriculum 
and Instruction with the addition of Library Science 
--Thompson: asked if there would be a separate person in charge 
of Library Science 
--Gable: questioned the impact on COE Senate committees with the 
decrease of one member 
--Dedrick: asked how divisions within Health, Physical Education, 
and Leisure Services (HPELS) functioned 
+Doody: replied that the School of HPELS consisted of 
divisions with each maintaining its identity in the School 
n~e 
--Froyen: stated that the use of adjuncts impacts on program 
quality more within a smaller department with more adjuncts than 
in larger departments with some adjuncts 
--Courtnage: noted that there seemed to be a s i milar loss of 
lines in other departments; that the problem perhaps is generic 
to COE with departments at mercy of individuals leaving or 
retiring; that two problems seem to exist--a lack of resources 
and a lack of control 
( 
'-. 
--Hiland: stated that Library Science waa never given & choice o: 
departments with which to merge; resented receiving information 
indirectly and that such information did not aqree with what was 
be ing stated directly; would like to have options to consider 
--Courtnage: questioned how a 1.62 faculty with only one tenure-
track faculty member could be justified? 
+Doody: replied that it was difficult to justify such an 
adminiatrat ive unit 
- -Hiland: asked if the justification for merger were truly 
economic, why other justifications were added; could not accept 
justifications other than economic 
--Gable: asked if the COE Senate was beinq asked to make an 
economic decision? 
+Hiland: yes 
--Gable: then asked if that was an appropriate decision for the 
COE to be making 
+Hiland: responded that with the demise of a department the 
COE Senate needs to take action 
f. conclusion 
6. other 
--At Karch 25, 1991 
+will consider the motion requested in the Oean•a letter of 
January 10, 1991 regarding the merger of the Department of 
Library Science with the Department of Curriculum and 
Instruction 
+options ahould be considered and diacuaaed .with appropriate 
persona by the meeting 
a. Election COmmittee--Phillips 
--Ratekin no longer o~Senate and therefor~ a replacement is 
needed for the COE Election Committee 
+Ratekin will be contacted to determine hia interest in 
continuing 
+if not, Hiland volunteered to assist 
b. Curriculum--Gable 
--Curricula changes to be considered at April 15, 1991 meeting 
c. Item. for Karch 25, 1991 meeting 
--Kceumaey report on Faculty Load G Retention and Released Time 
--Action on Dean•a propoaal regarding merger of Library Science 
and Curriculum and Instruction 
d. Items for April 15, 1991 meeting 
--curricula changes 
--Marlene Strathe--diacuasion regarding General Education program 
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Interdepartmental Communication 
College of Fducatioo Senators 
f'ROol: Peggy Ishler, Head 
DATE: 22 March 1991 
This is a response to tb? Febn.w:y 18, 1991 rrerro fran the Library Science 
faculty to the CDE Senators. I have just receive:i a copy of that rrerro and 
after stu:iying it and tb? mirutes of the February 18th CDE Senate rreeting, I 
feel carpelle:i to make sare reactive and clarifying statanents in reference 
to the concerns raisEd by tb? Library Science faculty. 
1. In regard to tb? smtll size of the depart:Irent, it I!USt be nxe:i here 
that the questioo of pararrcunt inp:>rtarx:e is the progamrative 
questioo of the ~ity of a graduate program that is delivere:i by cne 
and one half faculty. Whether N:ATE >OJld awrove such a program is 
""estioonable. O::minq into the Depart:lnellt of Orrriculum and 
Instructioo co.Jld exparxl the faculty base - at least oo paper - by 
shaiing Dr. Junko I.e.ris' backgrwn:i in media and the listing of media 
and techoology faculty. 
2. Because media now teaches eight' !nJrs in the libraJ:Y science major 
it makes even DOre sense to be in the sane departirent to facilitate 
curricular articulatioo and developnent. The courses taught by media 
are 24:139 Ma::lia Planning and Productioo, 24:240 Instructiooal 
Developnent, and 24:260 1'dvancErl Media Projects. 
3. Because the Iowa en:iorserent is IDi calle:i LiM~a Specialist, 
again the IIESSage is that the bQ areas nee:l. to worlc closely 
together, such an arrange11e1t to be facilitate:i by being b:use:i in 
the sane departlrent. 
4. In examining library progtCIIS aramd the c:otmtry ooe sees that uany 
prograns are b:use:i in tb? Departirent of <l.trriculum and Instructioo. 
Being a part of aDXher departJnent such as Fducatiooal Mministratioo 
and Counseling does nx support the linkage of library science and media 
or provide the connectioo with the school curriculum. 
5. Library Science >OJ!d maintain its identity as a program area and >OJ!d 
be run by a cootdinator wro >OJ!d be respoosible for sche:1uling, 
facilitating curricular changes, and providing inp!t to all the other 
program cocn:dinators at our -edy coordinators rreeting. 
In addressing the six disadvantages of the merger cited in tb? February 18th 
memo, I provide the following clarificatioos: 
1. Loss of program identity - prq:osal could be made to tb? c & I faculty 





2. Loss of ability to make program admissioo and retention policies -
Library Science can maintain its cwn admissioo and retention policies 
as long as they rreet the mininun stan:lards set by the departirent. 
Going beyorrl the mininun is possible and welcarerl. ~program areas 
inC & I are CIXlSidering ~te admissioo policies. 
3. Loss of program initiatives off caJTpUS - Library Science initiatives in 
OtttDTWa and other locatioos >OJ!d not be affected. All such 
initiatives >OJ!d cootinue. However, I questioo wrether nore c:utreach 
into the state is possible given the limited rutber of faculty 
available. · 
4. Loss of faculty lines - N:> indicatioo has been made by the Dean that 
faculty lines 100Uld be lost as a result of the merger. Rather the 
program cc:uld gain increase:l flexibility by having a larger faculty 
pool fran which to obtain suwort. - ·, 
5. Loss of control to make curricular changes, class schedules, and 
faculty assigrm;nts -The coorP.inator of each program area makes 
xeconuenJatioos to the Heiid 00 each of ' the above areas. The Head 
generally accepts the coordinators' xecameulatioos. 
6. Loss of resources - Loss of resources is a II'OOt point in a time of 
university cutbacks. All program areas within the departJrent share 
equally in the supplies an:i services bu:lget all=atioo. 
As Robert Frcst said with his toogue in cheek - •Good fences make gooJ 
neigljx>rs• - then he went oo to shew the New England IISltality for walling 
cut the world. The IIOYe in eJucatioo today is to rerove fences and all worlc 
together- as can be seen in initiatives fran site based mmageuent to 
cx:qlerative learning strategies. In that spirit of teaming, Orrriculum and 







I move that the Department of Library Science be merged 
into the Department of Curriculum and Instruction per the 
request of Dean Switzer with the following stipulations 
necessary to ensure the survival of the Library Science 
Program: 
1) that the program have division status with the right 
to use the term "Division of Library Science" on all 
correspondence and publications; 
. 
2) that there. be a minimum of two tenure track faculty 
lines assigned to library science; 
3) that the Division retains the prerogative to 
recommend students for graduate assistantships; 
4 ) that the Department of Curriculum and Instruction 
make adequate provision for clerical assistance for 
the Division; 
5) that the Division of Library Science be given 
written assurances by the Dean and the Head of 
Curriculum and Instruction of Division decision-making 
responsibilities about budget, external funding, policy, and 
curricular matters. 
Department of Library Science 
Collt:~e of EducJtion 121 DonJid 0. Rod LibrJry Cedar Falls. Iowa 50614-0462 (3191 273-2050 FA.X: (319) 273-6997 
--
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
Minutes #211 
March 25, 1991 
Members Present: Carol Phillips, Donna Thompson, Sherry Gable, Ann Dunbar 
(for Charles Dedrick), Jim Becker, Lowell Hoeft (for 
alternate for Maribelle Betterton), Leah Hiland, Jeannie 
Steele, Norm HcCumsey , Lee Courtnage, Cindy Ensign 
Ex-officio & Guests: Thomas Switzer, Elizabeth Martin, Peg Ishler, Bob 
Hardman, Sharon Smaldino, Barbara Safford 
1. Meeting was called to order by Thompson at 3:17 P.M. in the Dean's 
Conference Room. 
2. Minutes #210 
a. Correction: under 2. Kinutea should read #209 rather than #210. 
b. Gable/Becker moved/seconded to approve COE Senate Minutes #209 as 
editorially corrected. Motion carried. 
3. Old Business 
a. Letter from Dean Switzer re: Potential Merger of Library Science 
with the Department of Curriculum & Instruction 
--Ishler distributed a written response to the February 18, 1991 
memo from the Library Science faculty to the ODE Senators and 
the minutes of the Feb~uary 18th COE Senate meeting. She then 
reiterated her receptiveness to the merger of Library Science 
with Curriculum ·& Instruction and her concern that concerns 
still existed on the part of Library Science. 
--Questions to Ishler included 
+change in departmental title: Ishler response--possibility 
had been agreed to by coordinators but exact title had not 
been decided upon nor had the possibility been presented to 
the entire department 
+admission and retention policies: Ishler response--minimum 
atandards exist but Library Science would not be forced to 
conform beyond the minimums 
+outreach limitations: Ishler response--questioned ability 
of Library Science to do; Smaldino response--perhaps with 
merger new poaaibilitiea would materiali%e 
+lose of faculty lines--questioned identity of other• in 
Curriculum ~ Instruction qualified to teach Library Science 
course a 
+consideration of recommendations to department head: 
Ishler responae--racommendationa from faculty are seriously 
considered and "almost always• accepted {an exception might 
exist) 
+sharing equally of resources: Ishler response--based on 
need 
+clarification of •curricular articulation and development• 
--concern that Library Science's pass successful 
interaction with Media would not be recognized 
\ 
+assurances of not being swallowed up within larger 
department: Smaldino response--from her perspective would 
not occur; Ishler response--Library Science might lose 
program but that merger with Curriculum & Instruction might 
help situation 
--Additional Comments from Senators 
+questioned assumption of choice for merger; Library Science 
would prefer to have been asked for choice; many different 
administrative structures exist across the country 
+questioned merger proposal as in line with evaluation of 
graduate programs across campus a few years ago which 
recommended that the Library Science progr&m be 
•maintained" 
+questioned availability of resources to support proposed 
new majors and minora but not to support an existing 
program that has diatinguished itself; Swit%er response--
one new major in middle school proposed, money for new 
faculty in third year of previous proposal, and money 
reallocated in HPELS 
+concerned that Library Science as a department and Media as 
a division with similar number of graduate atudenta not be 
forced further apart 
+concerned that with lose of visibility proqram may go 
elsewhere. 
--Hiland/Phillips diatrlbuted .otioafaecoaded that the Depart.eat 
of Library Science be aerged into the Departaent of Curriculum 
and Instruction per th' request of Dean Switzer with the 
following stipulations neceaaary to enaure the aurwival of the 
Library Science Prograa: 
1) that the prograa have diviaion status with the right to 
uae the tera "Division of Library Science• on all 
correspondence and publications; 
2) that there be a ainiaua of two tenure track facultr 
linea aaaigned to library science; 
3) that the Division retains the prerogative to reco .. end 
students for graduate aaaiatantahipa; 
4) that the Departaeat of Curriculua and Iaatruction aake 
adequate provision £or clerical assistance for the 
Division; 
5) that the DiYiaioa of Library Scieace he giYea written 
assurances by the Dean aud the Bead oL CUrriculua and 
Inatructioa of DiYiaioa deciaioa-aaking reapoaaihilitiea 
about budget, external funding, policy, and curricular 
aattera. 
--Discussion: 
+Hiland spoke to motion: two tenure track faculty are 
necessary to fulfill certain responsibilities according to 
University policies and procedures and to serve on the 
graduate faculty; •minimum• of two tenure track faculty 
necessary to provide a viable, quality program; request is 
for "division• rather than •department;• assurances are 
included because nothing axiatad in writing until Iahlar•a 







+Ishler: questioned assurance on budgetary concern• because 
she doe• not have control of 
+Hiland: had in mind level of budgetary support that 
Library Science has managed to gain currently 
+Ishler: could not respond to minimum of two tenure track 
faculty linea 
+Switzer: under current budget could not support two tenure 
track faculty linea 
+Dunbar: contradiction seemed to exist if two FTE's could 
be supported but not two tenure track lines 
•Hiland: currently two tenure track faculty linea exist; 
what happens to Kartin•a line when ahe retires; necessary 
to have two tenure track linea for quality graduate 
program; appear• to be a decrease in faculty 
+Switzer: when line• open up, they are reallocated 
elsewhere within COE, actually revert to the Vice Pre•ident 
and Provost 
--Motion failed. 
--HcCUmsey/Becker .o•ed/aecoa4ed that tbe Depart-eat of Library 
Science be ••rged into the Departaeot of curriculu. and 
Inatructioa per the requeat of Dean Switaer with the ~ollowing 
reco .. eadatioa• iapl ... ated to enaure tbe surYiYal of the 
Library Science Prograa •••• Motion carried--6 yes. 
b. Faculty Load ~ Retention and Releaaed Time--HcCUmsey 
--a fourth aurvey ia being conducted which will obtain information 
identified by colleqes~nd departments 
--final report to be preaented at Kay 6 ... tinq 
4. New Business 
a. Diecuaeion about General Education and the Colleqe of Education--
Smaldino, OOE repreaentative to General Education Committ~e 
--distributed information free Karlen• Strathe to Academic Affairs 
Council January 23, 1991 regarding General Education 
--responded to questions fro. OOE Senate Chair Thompson 
+number of faculty needed to complete offering of General 
Education prograa• could not identify apecific number but 
indicated that Category 58--Speaking and Listening ia 
not yet required and there are lt.ited sections in category 
18--Non-Western CUlture• becauae there ia inaufficient 
faculty 
+policy for staffing and prioritizing of staffing• 
reaponaibility for come• from within departments; 
department• can be given additional appointments but how 
responsibilities are distributed within are departmental 
deciaiona; qualification• for faculty determined by 
individual departments 
+evaluation ot •ucce•• of General Education program: under 
the General Education Review Policy two reviews are 
currently on-going 
--switzer•• comment• 
+a comparison of the Old and Mev General Education program• 
had been distributed to the Deana1 will send a copy to all 
OOE Senator• 
+there has been improvement in monitoring of departmental 
use of funding initially allocated for General Education 
--Senators• concerns 
+how are funds allocated and dispersed across the 
University; General Education seems to receive the bulk of 
general funding rather than receiving funding specifically 
designated from the Regents 
+offering of a quality program when section enrollments are 
large because of insufficient faculty 
+when will Speech and Listening become a requirement? how 
ie it to be instituted? if waived until can be more 
appropriately administered, ouqht to reconsider reality of 
offering; Smaldino reepon•e--ceneral Education Committee 
is discussing ie•ue with Strathe 
b. .OOE Nominations for Donald N. McKay Faculty Research Award 
--Phillipa/Gable .o•e4/aecoa4ed to put forward Marcia Carter fro• 
~he School of Health, Physical Education and Leieure Ser.icee 
as the OOE ooaiaee for tbe Donald W. McKay Faculty Research 
Award, Motioa carried, 
c. COE Election• for Oniveraity Poaitiona--Phillips 
--reque•ted OOE Senator• make a concerted effort to procure 
nominees 
d. Vacancies for COE Faculty Awards Committee 1991-1992 
--vacanciea to be filled ~hrough COE Election• 
--becauae of some confuaion no award• will be made for 1990-1991 
5. Dean•• Comment• 
a. Largeat grant to the University for $620,000 has been received from 
~ellogg for Youth Leadership 
b. Good contact• continue with IBK for co.puter hardware and software 
c. Budget concern• exist because of necesaary funding for aalary 
increaaea 
d. Preparation of leqialation regarding refor.ing teacher education haa 
higher education representative providing higher education 
perapective 
e. Con.ocation for Induction into Teacher Education 
--formal ceremony recognizing the eYent will be April 29 
--outgrowth of an Implementation Team 
f. Graduate Centers in Council Bluff• and Sioux City 
--$100,00 allocated to council Bluf~a to coordinate Reqenta• 
institutes in western part of the atate 
--$75,000 allocated to Sioux City with $25,000 being donated 
locally to support effort in that part of the state 
--expreased concern about how Education would be able to implement 
requests for improved education when Education not involved in 




a. Request for Emeritus Status 
--Gable/Hiland •ovedfaeconded approY&l of eaeritua atatua for 
Donald Wiederandera, Departaent of Teaching. Motion carried . 
b. Sexual Harassment Workshop, April 1, 1991 
--Chair Thompson expressed concern and questioned why COE was the 
only college not endorsing the ~orkahop 
--Switzer responded that because of budgetary concerns he was 
turning down all external requests for funding 
c . University-wide Promotion and Tenure Committee 
--switzer atated that according to the recent collective 
bargaining agreement he underatood a University-wide Promotion 
and Tenure Committee ia to be eetabllahad 



















Jolm I.Dngnecker, Chair 
University Faculty Senate 
Peggy I~~r, Head ftt11 
12 April 1991 
Appendix G 
I feel coopelled to explain to you why I will oot be present when the Senate 
considers the nerger of Library · Science with the Departnent of Curriculum 
an:i Instruction. At that tine I will be at the University of Purdue -
calt.nnet serving on the evaluation team that is reviewing the teacher 
education program for NeATE - the National Council for Accreditation of 
Teacher Education. I am on the Board of Examiners for NeATE an:i was given 
this assignment last fall. 
It is inportant for the Ser.ate to urrlerstarrl that my absence does not 
irrlicate a lack of supp:>rt for this nerger. Both the departnent arrl I 
welcare Library Science into our fbld. We have enployeQ. Barbara Safford, a 
part-tine Library Science faculty rratber, as an adjunct professor this 
semester arrl look forward to having these dedicated professionals as our 
departmental colleagues. 
I have asked Dr. Bcb Hardman arrl Dr. Sharon Smaldioo to represent the 
departnent in my absence. I awreciate Library Sciences • concern about 
losing its identity in a large department, but in our several rreetings 
together with the Dean arrl various groups that included departnent 
coordinators, the departnent, arrl the College Senate, I have reassured than 
that their program would not suffer in any way curricularly or financially. 
Thanks for your attention to my nero. 
PI:ls 
